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Treasury Department, 


BUREAU OF THE MIN'’X, 
Washington, YG, __seovary V0 8G? 
Hon. Daniel M. Fox, 
Superintendent U. S. Mint, 
Philadelphia. 
Sir: 

Referring to the ease af A. Squires, as a claimant POD aie. 
deposit made in 1855, I have to say that the proper course, and 
so far as I see under the cireumstances the only course, will be 
for the claimant to give a bond of indemnity in a sum double the 
amount of the deposit, against the certificate of deposit, the 
original certificate being, as you state, illegible; provided the 
identity is established,as suggested in my telegram of yesterday. 
Of course in failure of identification of paper grounds would 


exist for refusing payment. 











I wish to call your attention to the characteristics de- 
-seribed as belonging to the claimant, which in this case are so 
pronounced as to ereate some suspicion that they may be assumed 
in keeping with the alleged situation. A elaim resting ion ae 
confidence is very likely to be supported by pronounced personal a 
characteristics, as desoribed in this case. In short, this 


affair, as reported by you and in the newspapers, seems to me 
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somewhat theatrical on the part of the claimant, unless genuine 
and very extraordinary eccentricity. 

While I desire to help you all I ean in this matter, final 
responsibility of aetion will rest upon you as the disbursing 
officer. 

I have telegraphed’to the Postmaster of Mokelumne 111 ie 

to inquire 
Calaveras County, California, ,as to his knowledge of the claimant 
Respectfully yours, a 
a5 
SS eee 
ge oe 
° + a 


Director ofthe Mint. 
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[Abstract:] Referring to case of A. Squires... 


Treasury Department, 
Bureau of the Mint, 
Washington, D.C., 
January 19, 1889 


Hon. Daniel M. Fox, 
Superintendent U.S. Mint, 
Philadelphia. 


Sir: 


Referring to the case of A. Squires, as a claimant for a deposit made in 1855, I have to 
say that the proper course, and so far as I see under the circumstance the only course, will be for 
the claimant to give a bond of indemnity in a sum double the amount of the deposit, against the 
certificate of deposit, the original certificate being, as you state, illegible; provided the identity is 
established, as suggested in my telegram of yesterday. Of course in failure of identification of 
paper grounds would exist for refusing payment. 


I wish to call your attention to the characteristics described as belonging to the claimant, 
which in this case are so pronounced as to create some suspicion that they may be assumed in 
keeping with the alleged situation. A claim resting upon confidence is very likely to be supported 
by pronounced personal characteristics, as described in this case. In short, this affair, as reported 
by you and in the newspapers, seems to me somewhat theatrical on the part of the claimant, 
unless genuine and very extraordinary eccentricity. 


While I desire to help you all I can in this matter, final responsibility of action will rest 
upon you as the disbursing officer. 


I have telegraphed to the Postmaster of Mokelumne Hill, Calaveras County, California, to 
inquire as to his knowledge of the claimant. 


Respectfully yours, 
James P. Kimball 
Director of the Mint. 


